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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554 , "'~

In the Matter of

Application of WorldCom, Inc. and
MCI Communications Corporation for
Special Authority To Transfer Control
ofMCI Communications Corporation
to WorldCom, Inc.

To: The Commission

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CC Docket No. 97-211

II

COMMENTS OF TMB COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
ON WORLDCOM / MCI'S JOINT REPLY

TMB Communications, Inc. ("TMB"), through its counsel and pursuant to Section 1.45

of the Commission's rules and the Commission's request for Comments on WorldComlMCI's

Joint Reply in the above-referenced proceedingy hereby files these Comments urging the

Commission to deny the proposed merger because it would be contrary to the public interest by,

among other things, creating and reinforcing barriers to entry for small businesses.

I. THE COMMISSION SHOULD EXPAND THE SCOPE
OF ITS INOUIRY INTO THE PROPOSED MERGER.

The March 10, 1998, edition of the Wall Street Journal reported that the Justice

Department has widened its investigation ofthe proposed WorldCorn/MCI merger.£1 TMB

strongly encourages the Commission to do the same. The Communications Act gives the

In the Matter of Application ofWorldCom, Inc. and MCI Communications Corporation
for Transfer of Control ofMCI Communications Corporation to WorldCom, Inc., Order, CC
Docket No. 97-211, DA 98-384, released Feb. 27, 1998 (hereinafter "Order").

John R. Wilke and Jared Sandberg, WorldCom, MCI Probe Is Widened, Wall St. 1.,
March 10, 1998, at A3.
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Commission authority to consider the impact of its decision on small business interests.;Y While

TMB applauds the Justice Department for expanding its investigation into the proposed merger,

TMB remains concerned because the Justice Department's focus is solely on antitrust concerns.

The FCC, however, has explicit authority to consider broader public interest considerations,

including the proposed merger's likely impact on small businesses. Accordingly, the

Commission should thoroughly examine the proposed merger's impact on small businesses. If

the Commission fails to do so, no other government agency will take this critical factor into

account.

Widening its inquiry into the proposed merger is consistent with the Commission's

approach toward small businesses. Recognizing that small businesses playa "crucial" role in the

US. economy, the Commission has undertaken several initiatives to increase opportunities for

entry and expansion of small businesses in telecommunications markets.1/ The Commission has

also recognized that, based on its licensing information and other statistical data, small

businesses encounter market entry barriers.~/ Congress has directed the Commission to eliminate

those barriers§/ Accordingly, the Commission must not grant a transfer of control when the

evidence demonstrates that one of the parties to the transfer has systematically engaged in

See 47 US.c. § 3090) (1996); 47 US.c. § 257 (1996) (the Commission must "promote
the policies and purposes of this Act favoring diversity of media voices, vigorous economic
competition, technological advancement, and promotion of the public interest, convenience and
necessity") .

See Section 257 Proceeding to Identify and Eliminate Market Entry Barriers for Small
Businesses, Report, FCC 97-164, released May 8, 1997, at ~ 5.

Section 257 Proceeding to Identify and Eliminate Market Entry Barriers for Small
Businesses, Notice ofInquiry, 11 FCC Rcd 6280,6301 (1996).

§/ 47 US.c. § 257 (1996).
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anticompetitive conduct toward small businesses in an effort to prevent those small businesses

from competing against it.

II. PAST EXPERIENCE DEMONSTRATES THAT MCI ENGAGES
IN PREDATORY ACTS AGAINST SMALL BUSINESSES.

In the Order establishing an additional pleading cycle for parties to comment on the Joint

Reply, the Commission specifically requested comment on "the actual, potential, and precluded

competitors in these markets, [and] a description of any barriers to entry or expansion into these

markets" that would result from the proposed merger.1/ MCI has historically waged campaigns

to eliminate competitors from the marketplace by engaging in anticompetitive acts. Allowing

MCI to merge with WorldCom would concentrate resources in one very large company that

could wield enormous power to create significant entry barriers for small businesses seeking to

enter the same or related market(s).

As TMB fully described in its Petition to Deny, j!/ MCI engaged in a pernicious course of

conduct against TMB during the time that TMB acted as MCl's authorized agent, reselling MCI

products and services. Specifically, MCI refused to install, or interrupted installation of,

equipment requested by TMB's customersJi/ Consequently, TMB's customers either did not

receive the discounted prices offered by TMB, or received such poor service from MCI that they

1/ Order at 2.

j!/ See Petition to Deny filed by TMB Communications, Inc., CC Docket No. 97-211 (Jan. 5,
1998).

See, e.g., Correspondence from Doug Bradshaw to Darlene Rhyne, dated Oct. 27, 1994;
Correspondence from Darlene Rhyne to Doug Bradshaw, dated Sep. 26, 1994; and
Correspondence from Frank Mitchell to Debi Keck, dated Dec. 20, 1993, attached as Exhibit 1
hereto.
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were in effect harmed because they took advantage ofTMB's lower prices. 101 This, in turn,

11'
caused TMB to lose customers.-'

MCl's predatory acts against TMB are just one example ofMCl's deliberate attempts to

minimize competition and growth in the telecommunications industry. A combined

MCI/WorldCom entity would be engaged in business in virtually every aspect of the industry,

and would be able to stifle small business competitors in the provision of many different types of

telecommunications service, not just telephony.12i The Commission found in its Section 257

proceeding that "[m]any of the obstacles identified by small businesses in the common carrier

services relate directly to control of vital inputs by incumbent carriers .... Examples of such

barriers include: incumbent LEC refusal to comply with interconnection obligations, onerous

conditions, such as high deposits for resale; incumbent LEC monopoly control over subscriber

list information; and incumbent LEC control and assignment ofNXXs."D/ MCI uses its existing

market power to disadvantage competitors and their customers. Consequently, MCl's actions

pose a significant barrier to entry, and MCI should not be rewarded by allowing it to merge with

WorldCom and thereby gain even greater market power.

See, e.g., Correspondence from Doug Bradshaw to Cary Brown, dated Oct. 4, 1994,
attached as Exhibit 2 hereto.

See, e.g., Letter from Maria E. Robinson to Mr. William Kennard, dated Jan. 26, 1998;
and Customer Profiles for Tempaco, Inc., Caribbean Pacific, Inc., and Hill & Ponton, attached as
Exhibit 3 hereto.

See, e.g., Letter from R. Michael Senkowski to Magalie Roman Salas, dated March 3,
1998, HHI Effects of the Proposed WoridCom/MCI Merger (demonstrating the amount of
telecommunications market shares WorldCom and MCI will have if the proposed merger is
consummated) (on file with the FCC).

Section 257 Proceeding to Identify and Eliminate Market Entry Barriers for Small
Businesses, Report, FCC 97-164, released May 8,1997, at ~82.
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III. THE PROPOSED MERGER IS CONTRARY TO THE
PUBLIC INTEREST, CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY.

Commission precedent mandates that a party seeking Commission approval for a transfer

of license or other authorization must demonstrate that the proposed transaction is in the public

interest, convenience and necessity, 14/ MCI cannot make that showing, MCl's anticompetitive

acts not only pose a market entry barrier for small businesses, but also harm the customers who

sign up for MCI products and services through MCl's authorized agents, This is clearly not in

the public interest.

Customers are harmed by MCl's anticompetitive and predatory acts in numerous ways,

First, MCl's conduct deprives customers of the benefits agents can offer them, The agents are

better able to package MCl's service to fit the customers' needs than either the customers or

MCl. The agents are more familiar with MCl's products and services than the customers, and

the small number of customers that the agents have enables them to work more closely with the

customers to determine their needs than MCI ever could, Second, MCl's behavior deprives

customers of the discounts agents can offer them.12/ The agents are able to buy MCI products

and services in bulk and thereby obtain discounts that they pass on to customers, Customers

cannot enjoy these discounts and must pay higher rates for the same service when they are forced

to obtain service directly from MCl.

TMB raised this concern in its Petition to Deny; MCI and WorldCom did not even deign

to respond on the merits. Instead, they made only one passing reference to it, on page 96 of their

See, e,g., Application ofNYNEX Corp" Transferor, and Bell Atlantic Corp" Transferee,
for Consent to Transfer Control ofNYNEX Corp. and Its Subsidiaries, Memorandum Opinion
and Order, 12 FCC Rcd 19985, 19987 (1997),

See, e.g., Correspondence from Myrielle Grandchamps to Jim Lenhart, dated June 24,
1996, attached as Exhibit 4 hereto,
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99-page Joint Reply, obliquely asserting that this is not the proper forum for TMB's "private

contractual dispute.,,16/ TMB's concerns beyond a "private contractual dispute" and raise a

material question of fact as to whether MCI would continue to engage in these anticompetitive

and predatory acts if allowed to merge with WorldCom, and thereby continue to harm small

businesses and the public. Evidently, MCI treats allegations of harm to small businesses and the

public as merely contractual disputes, and fails to appreciate how the contractual disputes are

illustrative ofMCl's pervasive industry practices that impose barriers to entry and harm the

public interest. Clearly, then, MCI is not attempting to serve the public interest, convenience and

necessity.

IV. CONCLUSION

MCl's conduct raises a substantial question of whether the proposed merger would create

and reinforce barriers to entry for small businesses and, as a result, harm the public interest.

Consequently, the Commission should not approve the proposed merger as contrary to the public

interest, convenience and necessity.

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: March 13, 1998

By:

~municati

(~~!/
Thomas A. Hart, Jr.
M. Tamber Christian
Amy E. Weissman
GINSBURG, FELDMAN AND BRESS, CHTD.
1250 Connecticut Avenue N.W.
Washington, D.c. 20036
202-637-9000

.!.§/
Joint Reply of WorldCom, Inc. and MCI Communications Corporation to Petitions to

Deny and Comments, CC Docket No. 97-211, p. 96 (Jan. 26,1998).
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I '.r-1II 'f'., I·',J.. I ,....nc.LL-

vial mailbox 1, roytanner OD Mel ** M•••age Received OK
Datet Tue Sep 27, 1994 8a07 am 2S~

Sou~oe-D.t.; ~ue Sep 27, 1994 9:10 AM BST
Froa: TMB Communication. - Doug Brad.haw / Mel IDa 6S4-2258
TO! Darlene Rhyne I Mel IDI 443-2807
ee: * Tel...na9...nt Broke~. I Mel ID: 501-2240
Subject: Adventure Re.ort. of ~rica
M•••age-Id: 72940927130727/0006542258PKIBM

10/27/94

Darlene,

13--.i1. with reference of doing a dat.a fix for ABA refer. to only account *
08601399305. It i. my undar.tanding ANI traffic i ••bowing on both accounts
thu8, doeen't aooount '08605464433 "a180" have to have a d.ta fix 111

Mr. Hal Parks a180 info~ .. that h. will be bolding hi. next invoice
until h. hear. froa Mel upper management on tbe cr.di~ requ••t he faxed to
you on 9/1/94.

It .1.0 Ddght be • good ide. to let him know that the data fix h.. taken us
more that a .ooth to do and that he will r~.i~e another in~oice with no
a.ccount code••

Doug Brad.haw



I r-.M H'·,

ri4<.:1l:. -:-it
_..... '-' , ... ----

via: mailbox 1, roytanner on Mel·· MIIa.age Received 01
Date' Man Sep 26, 199' 4:46 pm EST ··RlCEIP~
Froa. Darlene RhIne I Mel IDa "3-2807
TO: 'l'MB CO.UlD cation. - Doug Bradahaw I Mel 1D: 654-2258
TO: + 'l'el...nag...nt Broker. I Mel ID: 501-22'0
eel ~jer.tin Terry I NCt IDa '.'-5067
eel Darlene Rhyne I Mel IDa 443-2807
eel Cheryl R. Thompaon I MellO! 315-4498
Subject. ADVlunuu 1\B80R'1'S
Me••age-Ida 31940926214613/0004432807WA2BM

00U9,

A8 I inforaed you la.t we.k, we did ••aalat. the reque.t for
the data fix to be done on the old account for Adventure a.aorta.

w. were adviaed thia 'Would be ca.plet.a by Friday. We have
been adviaed aqain today Monday, September 26th, that the data fix
i. still pending. I w111 upda~e you daily on thia i.aue until
it haa been re.olved and the new acaount e.t.bliahed.

Darlene Rhyn.
I



Date: Mon, 20 Dec 1993 12&12
Via: 1
To: DBBI melt
Subject: CRITICAL SBRVICB ISSUIS
Co: ARLA MOSKOWITZ
Co I WJOSCBLYN
Co: SHARON WBLLS

OllAR DEBBID,

n ARB REQUISTING YOUR DIUCT AftllUION TO 'l''' POLLOWIBG ISSUBS.
n HAVE GOBI THROUGH TO CDlGIBLS AND BSCALA'!IOR PROCBSS MID RBID YOUR FURTHBR
ASSISTANCE TO RBSOLVB THRSB.

1. IRTBGRBTBL:
A '1'-1 SOLD IN NOYBMBBR 1913 WITS 800 ORIGIKlTIOB FROM MlXICO. TRay ARB

PROJICTING 225,000 MINUTBS PBR MOBTB TRAPPIe ABD BAVB CORRBBTLY SIGRBD 40 HOTELS
OR CONTRACTS. 'rUBY ARB SIGNIIJG A VIP PLUS PU ON DBCBMBBR 20T8 SIGRED !'OR A
POINIf.' TO POINT T-l POR U.8. 'l'IUU'I'IC. ftB CRrI'ICAI. POI1ft' IS IN .ABLY DICBDBR,
walSH THB '1'-1 "AS COMPLBTBD, WI _ INPORMJm THAT RID WAS A PROBLBM WITH 800
MlXlCAN ORIGINATION. TMB AND ALftDA'R CIlAIOIBLS BAW ATTBMP'!ID SIVIRAL
ESCALATION PROCBSSBS BUT CAIIIIOT GIT A DBFIIII'IB AltS1IBR PO.R 'l'B1 CUS'1'OJmR. THEY
ARB ASKING TO TALK WITH SOMBORB II MCI MARAGIMmrr OR MCl INGIIiBIRS.

2. ADVINTURI RlSORTSs
THEY HAVB BAD A BILI.mc; "ORUII( FOR ~RAL IIOHTBS AND CABOT BI-BILL

CLIBNTS AS A DSULT. TBB CUS'l'ONllR OVIIRIIIGII'tBD AB INVOICB '1'0 ALHIQ1A'1'B CRANNELS
'l'O SUBMIT TO BILLIlIG. 'l'IIII1' HOW ACDUIB TO AND DIOW WHAT 'I'D PROBLBII IS BUT IT HAS
BKIN NIBB WOUIRG DAYS AltO ARLa CAHltO'1' GBT AN APPROPRIATB .AHSWBR nOM BILLllfG.
BBCAUS! OF 8IS RB-BILLING PROBLBM f AltO TBB PACT TUB CUSTOMBR WANTS THIS SOLVED,
THIS BAS BECOME A CRITICAL SITOA~ION. THIS IS A .OuR MONTH OLD IS5UB.

I WILL DB CALLIHG YOu WITHIN THB MIlT 2. HOURS TO DISCUSS TlB DBTAILS.

SIBCIRlLY f
PRDlK MI'rCBBLL
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via: _llbox 1, roftanoer 011 Mel .........«J. Reoeived 01
Date: Tue Oat 04, 19'~ 9,20.. BST
souroe-Oatel TUe oct 04, l"~ 10&23 AM BST
Prom. TMB ca.munloation. - 0009 Brad.haw I Mel IDI 6~&-22S8
TOI • T.l.-.aa~nt Broker. I Mel lD, 501-2240
Sl1bjeot. Adventure Ie.orta of A.erica
Me•••ge-Id, 319&100&1&2013/0006S&2258PK3BK

To I Cary Brovn
Frc.. Doug Bradshaw
Subjeotl Adventure ~.ort. of am-rioa

Cery,

After d01ng this B-ail to Ijerst111 '!'erry thb .c>r1liD9 I received anotR\er
••"«Je, on IlY voice ..il. fraa Mr. Bal Paru(Adveature •••ort. of AMrical
He .tated that be ju.t received &BOther invoice with the ..... probl••-, ••
you r.,a11 AD h•• 'l'Wo(2) invoice. nuw t.caus. haak in Deaellber of l.st ye.r
\1M vere prOllieed that they would boot up A new lMKJooot ~ r ••ol". their
billing prObl...

.A. of this date I fiocl that I a•• no 10Dver .ervice tJlii. account, for .van t
have • aertAin --mDt of PJ=0f•••ionllli_, and the .J.t.uation that ..i.t. OD
this ACOOUllt, I fe.l, will never be r ••olved. I tuther find it iJlpoa.ible to
c~nloat. back to Mr. Parks that .~thJ.ng b don-. to oorr.,t thb
prebl•••Plu. sinc. I get personally involved witb 'II'J account., I tihd th.t
this aituatioD ha. Pll~ an eDOZWIOU. aIIOunt of litre•• OD .. aDd ba. taken avay
fr~ .ry ability to pr.fora at the 1.".1 t exp.ot of -r.alf.
'lhu., I ....nding by UPS today all of AHA'. file. to 'l'IIB. It IOU decide to
.ervioe thi. acCOUDt or pa•• it back to Alt.rnate Chann.l., it .hould be
illpera-tiva tbAt .c.eon. C1ontac:t Mr. Park. I 906-685-2102 ASAP!II!lllllll

vi., ailbox 1. ~.nner OIl 11:1 ......Mg. a..ceiftld OJ[
Date, Tue OCt 04, 19'. 12,36 pa I8r
haa. Kjv.till 'lw:rq I Mel IDa "U~5067

'1'01 * '1'lal.....~lIt Btoun I MellO, 501-3240
ee: wil1iaa r. Joacelya I Mel IDa 257-8008
subject a {I'orwaxdedt ADftIr.l"UU RUOJl'l'8 01' AllllRlCA I '9170882
Me•••qe-Idl 03'&1004173130/0004".fl5067RA2lM

CUy,

Per our conver••tlon on Frida!, AdYeDtua ..eort.' ~abl_ le uDfortunately
Dot unique to tb.. A. I eltP dud to IOU the root. probl_ Wb not
Idtlntified by the SI ljI%'oup until noent y. In ordu to correct thi.
cu.t~r'. bIlling the SB 9J:oap wll1 ha•• to ~rfora • data fix. I hav.
e.c.llated t.b. data tix bQW8Yer. we do aot h.". a date of c~l.tion.

I will keep you updated on a dalll baal... to the statu. of tbe aocount.

It\'

------------.._--------._--------
!"orvude4 ••"9-
,ia...ilbox 1, It'l'BRR!' on Mel ...._ge Received OJ:
late I Mon Oat 03, 199~ lIU.. GIll'
~roal 'l'ale.lI&ljltMDt Droar. 7 EI 1DI 501-:a:zolO
~I • Kler.tln ~rry I NeI IDI 44~-5067
~~ .. __ .. !_:.!~~_~. Joecelp I Mel tDI 257-8008



1AB8 CAll I GUMAN'l'B1!: TRIS ACCOUM'l' A 8OLU'l'TOR 'l'O 'fIIBIR ACC01lll'1' CODe P1l0BLBMS?
'LHASB L8T ME XN01l WUN I CAllI GB'r All AHSWBR TO THIS CDI'rOMBR. TJtB IS JOT
:1IITBRBS'l'ED IN ESCALATING 'IBIS PROIILBM, JUST III GIl!1'TI1IG IT PUBD. WB HAVI BgBB
fAtTIRG ALMOST 12 MOI1'1'B8 POR A SOLUTIO. - HOD 1 SAY II>IUU

'ARY BROWW
.. COIGI1JRlCA'l'I0JI8

nd forw.~ded " ••ave
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O~ lJ v. 11'01

-------~- ~- ---~--

~__ ~...&llQwAH'l'

IIIiQI'LOtU~
oVI!JIl: 50 Y!;ARS OF 8I!AVIOE· SINce '848

January 26. 1998

Mr. William Kennard
Cha.im:lan
Federal Communicationt Commission
1919 M. Street. NW
Waahington DC 20554

Re: Worldcorn, Inc. and Mel Communication. Corporation for Special
Authority to Transfer Control of Mel Communications Corp. to
Worldcom, Inc,

Docket No. 97-211

DelL( Mr. Chairman:

Tempaco, Inc is a W'holeaale distributor ofHVAC in the southeast United
States. We would like to take this opportunity to relate our experiences
with Mel and TMB CommWlication" Inc. In late 1996, it became
obvious to us that we could not continue our long-term relationship 'With
Mel. Please refer to our letter to TMB, Communications encloeed.

Mel made it impossible for us to set reliable service from them or TMB.
Ae you can aee frorn our letter, we experienced a very diwuptive level of
service. In addition, we were charged by Mel hicher rate. than we
contracted with them over Q. long-term contract. To lay our relationship
with Mel was Ieee than positive ie an understatement.

Pleale consider our input when making your decision on thi' merpr.
We appreciate your time and consideration.

• 1701 Alden Roa4. OrlAndo. Florida 3280'3 • P. O. Box ~41667. Orlmldo, florida 321554-7661 • (401) 898.3456 •
• Fax (A07) 898-1316 • e-rnaJl: InfO@templCo.com • Wet> Page: /WWW.lIempaco.com •

------------- ------------- -------- ----------1":'41 ,',-,,~ .'., ,-,,-,.-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _



Givins MCI OM 1aIt cbanc4J to fix. the pmbIems without 10m, tbroup Utiption.
Tempaco wrote to MCI to tbnDalIy .,lain the prohlom. and ftIed • complaint to the
FCC Tc:mpaea OI;lntinued to roociva bUb. collection letteCl and phone calli ft"om Mel.

PAGE 01FRArH t',HTCHELL
NATIONAL TEL UHL.

1:,17341432:::

Thit au.tonw mIde tcVerIl eomplaiDti to 1MB that they wtn not reaoivilll proper
MrJice &om Mel. TMB, in it. role otld~ina for ita culto~~Met of
T~aoo" il.' and concerDIo iMtead ofreepondins to TempatO"' i.... Mel barlllld
TM8 for advocatlna fbi' Tempaco,

T..-patIO OVtmNaIty caocelIed their~ with Mel but tbeIr problem cUd not atop
there. MCI continued to acnd tbIm billl and although tbe biIIl wert not ICCUnto. MCl did
not rectify this probltc:n ather, Since Mel made it impoalble for TMB to boIp it.
cuaolnll"l, Twnpaco twt that thW ollly option waf to hire an attorney to r.,lve thclir
__ wi1hMCl

CUSTOMBIl NAMB;
CUSTOMHR Pl.OFlLE:

~B/31/1S95 e4:15

01/24/1995 22:59
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CUSTOMER NAME: Caribbean Pacific, Inc.
CUSTOMER PROflLE: Skin and Hair Care Products Retailer

Average Monthly Billing of S2,000 per month

TMB signed this customer 1'i.)(' MCI service. Based on this customer's long distance usage and our
understanding of the marketplace. we knew that the customer deserved a more competitive pricing.
We also knew that Mel had the capability to offer more competitive pricing.

TMB in our role a..c; an agent.. always fighting to ensure that the customer gets the most competitive
Mel pricing. sent a E-Mail to Mel asking that this customer be put on Mel's CTP (Constant
Ta-m Promotion), which would give the customer discounts of 33 1/3 off the base rates.
Mel r~jectedour request, in favor of a less competitive and more profitable rate for MeL
In addition, this customer lost more savings as a result of Mel's failure to port the customer's 800
number for months. Only after TMB performed a due diligence and detennined that the customer
was not receiving adequate discounts, did we discover Mel's error. By this time, the customer has
lost several months of savings.

CUSTOMER NAl\1E: Hill & Ponton
CUSTOMER PROFILE: Law Firm

Average monthly billing of SI,800

Hill &. Ponton was a loyal customer of TMB from 1991 on the Mel Vision service. In 1996
attempted to secure a VIP discount for this customer, recognizing that the customer deserved that
product to be in line with the market place. TMB also recognized that Mel made considerable
money on this customer and should nol deny this customer competitiveness. The attached E-Mails
from M)Tielle Grandchamps of TMB to Jim Hinnant, Mike Petzold and James Lenhart of Mel
describe TMB's advocacy and demonstrate Mel's conscious denial of competitiveness to a
customer on whom MCI has made considerable profit over the years. Realizing the both TMB and
the eustomer are (through relationship) captive, Mel's delivery of poor service to TMB's
customers and its manipulat1CIO of TMB's servke offering s result in customers paying more and
receiving pQorer quality.

Other examples of poor Met service and billing problems which have harmed our customers and
contributed to the demise ofTMB'g business are represented in E-Mails re: Adventure Resorts of
America.
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p9:26 AM

(Myr-ielle L. Grandchamps /

--------------------------------------------
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -F-RANf<~ -t,~ITCHELL PAGE 05

I ~ -, ~n \--_,·1-,'·.'_~4·14~_42801/24;1998 ~~:8~

From: JAMES LENHART

From: MYRIEL1E L. GRANDCHAMPS \ Mel Mail.:
Mer ID:

0624-96

207-7157)
To: Jim Lenhart \ MCr Mail: (JLENHART I Mel ID: 728-2700)

Subject: Hill & Ponton, PA

Jim,

Thank you for the paperwork you overnighted, however, the customer is not
going to sign the paperwork at 17.5% because this percentage is not
competitive enough.

The discount of 25% was requested because thts is What is required to keep
this customer. We cannot ask the customer to increase their annual
cammi tmentbecause they ar~? not expecting a .5L:bstantial growth in their
long distance.

This customer has been on MCl serVl.ce si.nce 1991 and they know that they
have not always received Mel's best rates so we need to demonstrate that we
will respond to their needs fo~ best rates before we work the issue of term
\oJi th them.

The customer feels that MCr has not been hurt in this relationship and also
feel that being on Mer service for over five years already demonstrates
their willingness to stay on serVlce with us. They could have accepted the
competitor's offer but decided to give MCT the opportunity to keep their
business.

Jim, 25% is what is required to keep this customer. r need you~ help on
this one, you and r both know that it can be done. r hope to be able to get
back to thlS customer by early next week to let them know that we will be
able to keep their business. In such a competitve market, very few
customers are loyal enough to give anyone a chance to counteroffer.

Thanks for your help,
Myrielle
-------- REPLY, Original message follows --------

> Date: Wednesday, 19-Jun-96 07:56 AM
">
">

>
>
••>

From: JAMES LENHART \ Mer Mail: (728-2700)
To: MYRIELLE L. GRANDCHAMPS \ Mel Mal 1 : (MGRANDCHAMPS / Mcr ID:
207-7157)
cc: Mike Petzold \ Mel Mail: (Mike Petzold ! Mel 1D:
596-2132)
cc: ....IAMES HINNANT \ Mel Mail: (547-1689)

;>

;> Subject: FWd: Hill & Ponton, PA
'>

Page 2
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09:26 JIM "

Date: Monday, 24-~J\Jn-96 09:26 AM

FrOTI\ : JAMES LENHART \ Mel Mail: (728-2700)

To: MYRlEIJLE L. GRANDCHAMPS \ Mel Mail: (MGRANDCHAMPS I Mel ID:
207- 7 157)
cc: Thomas Senters \ Mer Mail: (Thomas Senters I Mer ID:
340-~,O40)

cc: Mike Petzold \ Mel Mail: (Mike Petzold I Mer ID:
596-2132)

Subject; Fwd: Re: Fwd: Hill & Ponton, PA

Myrie11e, BA willing to increase discount from 17.5% to 20% to save this
customer. Please review Geoff's (BAj ~espQnse and advise. Again, I suggest
YO\..l

have have customer renew on either 2 or 3 year VIP to reach desired level
of
discount.
------- FORWARD, Original message follows -------

Date: Friday, 2l-Jun-96 04:52 PM

From: Geoffrey Levy
209-2513)
To: Jim Lenhart

\ MCl Mail:

\ Mcr Maj.l:

(Geoffrey Levy I Mel ID:

(JLENHART / Mer ID: 728-2700)

SUbject: Re: Fwd: Hill & Ponton, PA

Jim,

Because the intrastate usage is high, this deal is not profitable beyond a
20% CPR. So 1 I I 11 go to 20% - but that is it. "'1 would rgther force them
to com lete their current deal at their 'urrent rates than lose money 06 a
neVI ea WI

Geoff
REPLY, Original message follows --------

Date: Friday, 21-Jun-96 06:22 .AM

From: Jim Lenhart
To: Geoffrey Levy

Subject: FWd; Hill & Ponton, PA

\ Mel Maj.l:
\ Mer Mail;

(728-2700)
(Glevy / Mel ID: 209-2513)

Geoff, this is an old CPR that we are stl11 trying to get closed. Any
chance for additional savings in order to save this $1800. customer?? This
is aqainst AT&T. Have asked agent to qc back and increase term commitment
from customer. ------- FORWARD, Origi~al message follows -------

Date: Thursday, 20-,Jun-96 08: 25 AM
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